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Abstract 
 
This undergraduate thesis provides an examination of inter-city communication regarding 
climate change policy in the United States. It examines some of the existing literature 
regarding municipal climate action, policy dissemination, and existing formal 
communication networks for cities. Through the results of a 20-question survey sent to 
municipal employees specializing in climate action policy design and implementation, this 
thesis analyzes whether communication exists between cities and if so, how such 
communication relates to other city characteristics. The thesis finds that cities are in general 
communicating directly with and researching the policies of their peers using a variety of 
media and methods, but several factors including education, climate action prioritization, 
and optimism regarding the global impact cities make on climate change correlate with 
varying degrees of communication frequency and quality.  
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“It is in cities that the battle to tackle climate change will be won or lost.” 
-- Ken Livingstone, 
Former Mayor of London, 
  World Mayors’ Summit, 2007 
Introduction 
 Based on the  results of a survey sent to municipal climate action employees across 
the U.S., this paper examines communication between these employees to determine what 
effect this communication has on the policy, attitudes, community support and general 
dissemination of climate action policy.  
This thesis project arose out of an interest in how local governments are currently 
shaping environmental and sustainability policy in the United States. The connection 
between municipalities and sustainability may seem surprising, given the global scope of the 
problems and challenges created through climate change, and many analysts have studied 
whether individual cites can  really contribute to a necessary global solution. While I am 
certainly interested whether the progress made in American sustainable cities is actually 
useful, this paper will not examine the evidence on that subject. Nor will I analyze if indeed 
U.S. cities are quantitatively becoming more environmentally sustainable in terms of 
reduced emissions, increasing alternative transportation rates, diminishing electricity use, etc. 
(may of which are common policy goals of sustainable cities).  Instead, I will focus on the 
rapid increase in U.S. municipalities focusing policy on climate change mitigation and 
adaptation, regardless of the efficacy or measurable success of such polices in action.   
The main goal of my research is to examine how and why similar climate mitigation 
and adaptation policy goals disseminate from city to city. While is true that specific policies 
are not the same universally in the nation’s “sustainable cities,” they still share a primary 
goal of mitigating or adapting to climate change. In other words, why have such cities that 
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vary greatly in terms of geographic size, politics, and structure reached the seemingly 
universal goals of diminishing their contributions to climate change and adapting to meet the 
challenges of our climate future?  
 My research seeks to investigate one possibility of how cities came to share this 
same goal. It is my hypothesis that along with federal government encouragement, 
grassroots efforts, and nearly indisputable scientific evidence that climate change, if left 
unchecked, may cause catastrophic damage, cities actually communicate with each other on 
a peer-to-peer basis to share best practices, collaborate on regional initiatives, and align 
policy goals. There is some historical and scientific evidence to suggest that the first 
premises of my hypothesis (federal encouragement, grassroots interest, and scientific 
consensus) have indeed shapes municipal climate action; however, the core of my research 
will address the second hypothetical premise: that cities communicate often and with 
efficacy to shape individual climate policy. This project uses a quantitative and qualitative 
approach to analyze the data collected to a survey sent to 50 sustainability officers across the 
United States, which addressed how common, how often, and how influential inter-city 
communication is.  
Given this objective, I pause for a moment to outline the structure and content of this 
document: I will begin with a background section that will demonstrate some of the 
contextual information that has informed the formulation of the research question. I will 
briefly review some of the existing literature on the topic to date. These sections will support 
my research question’s key premise that sustainable city policies in America are both similar 
across cities and disseminating at a rapid pace. I will describe my methods and provide a 
summary of my survey questions, including the information it’s designed to uncover. I will 
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report on the data collected in my survey, analyze its findings, and conclude with reflections 
on what this research implies with regard to environmental policy more generally as well as 
questions for further inquiry. 
Aimed at my undergraduate peers, this paper will hopefully broaden and enrich 
knowledge of contemporary American approaches to environmental policy, provide insight 
into communication networks among cities, and assess future opportunities to extend policy 
solutions to climate change to more American cities.  
Key Definitions 
To capture a broader range of sustainability and climate action initiatives in cities, I 
want to clearly state how this terminology will be defined in this paper. Sustainability means, 
in its classical definition, “to meet the needs of the present without infringing upon the 
opportunity of future generations to meet their needs” (World Commission on Environment 
and Development, 1987). Though it has been defined in other ways, this paper focuses on 
the three-pronged sustainability that incorporates the conscious use of environmental, 
economic, and social resources. Climate Policy is used broadly to capture any municipal 
activity that benefits its environmental sustainability through either mitigation of or 
adaptation to climate change. Some examples of climate action include setting greenhouse 
gas emission limits, reducing energy consumption, or designing storm water systems that 
can withstand more frequent “superstorms,” etc. More specifically, Policy, will henceforth 
be defined as “stating an intention, principle, or objective” while Policy Instruments shall be 
the “ways and means to realize” the policy (King, Mori, 2007).  
Background 
 Over the past decade in the United States, the federal government has struggled to 
shape comprehensive climate change action, despite numerous requests from President 
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Obama (Obama, 2013). Without Congressional action, President Obama has been left to 
tackle the issue through his executive departments like the Environmental Protection 
Agency and through international accords like one recently signed with the Chinese 
government to cut carbon emissions (Davenport, 2014; Davenport, 2014). In the face of this 
relative federal inaction, cities across the country have become the preeminent policy 
innovators and leaders with regards to climate change mitigation and preparation for risk 
related to the effects of climate change (Bulkeley, 2010; Kern, 2008; Harrison, 2013); 
though often maligned for its “buzzword” status, the Sustainable City has, in fact, emerged 
as a primary mechanism through which environmental activists, government officials, and 
key stakeholders have addressed climate change in recent years.   
In the United States, local government is the primary scale of government interaction 
for citizens. The cities we live in shape everyday life in myriad ways: from zoning 
regulations and building codes, to school quality and park access; municipal governments 
have enormous impact on our lives. The U.S. federal system allows for cities and 
municipalities to be “laboratories of democracy” (Galle, 2009).  By being more closely 
attuned to the desires, capabilities, and necessities of residents, there is a powerful potential 
for positive environmental change in cities. 
The history of municipalities’ inclusion of climate change into their policy goals 
begins in the early 1990s. The findings of “On a Changing Atmosphere,” an international 
conference in Toronto inspired government officials across North America and Western 
Europe to engage in earnest in energy conservation and sustainable development (Bulkeley, 
2010).  Characteristic of this initial concern were smaller cities that had already been 
working on energy conservation outside of its impact on climate change or global warming; 
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however, the 2000s brought a second wave of concerned cities, which included large, global 
hubs like New York, Los Angeles, Philadelphia, and Seattle (Kern, 2010). 
Starting in the late 2000s, cities like Philadelphia, Chicago, and San Francisco, to 
name a few significant examples, took on climate change as a policy issue to be addressed at 
a local level. What’s particularly remarkable about this policy implementation is that despite 
the different geographic, economic, and political characteristics that define these and other 
cities, they actually created very similar policy solutions to address climate change during a 
short time period (less than ten years). This primary observation of the relatively rapid 
dissemination of similar climate change policies across cities indicates that cities 
communicate with one another. In fact, they have set up formal networks designed to 
facilitate collaboration: the International Council for Local Environmental Initiatives 
(ICLEI), the Urban Sustainability Director’s Network (USDN), C-40 (a mayoral coalition 
committed to fighting climate change), and the U.S. Mayor’s Climate Protection Agreement 
are just a few examples.  
 While much of the existing literature challenges the claim that cities have sufficient 
institutional capacity to truly address their contributions to climate change, (Kern, 2010; 
Rutland, 2008; Holgate, 2007), cities have increasingly included both mitigation and 
adaptation in their guiding documents and signed on to transnational climate agreements 
(Bulkeley, 2010).  
Anecdotally, at least, there is some evidence to suggest that cities are indeed 
influenced by the climate policies of their neighbors. According to Krause’s 2010 account, 
by the mid-2000s, it became clear that the U.S. would decline to sign the Kyoto Protocol and 
environmentalists across the country expressed deep disappointment. With no federal action 
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in place, progressive states and cities began to tackle the increasingly pressing matter of 
climate change under their own powers. Wanting to spark an environmental change in 
America, the mayor of Seattle, Greg Nickels, in 2005 issued a challenge to fellow mayors: 
sign your city onto the goals of the Kyoto Protocol. Here, the implication was clear: 
progressive mayors, whose constituents generally supported environmentalist policy, were 
capable of meeting the Kyoto requirements, and thereby should feel obligated to participate. 
Notably, many mayors took Nickles up on his challenge. We don’t often witness this kind of 
overt national leadership among mayors, yet Greg Nickles’ demands suggest that there is a 
highly nuanced relationship between them and that one action can sweep through cities.  
Interestingly, the decline of American manufacturing is also cited as a factor in U.S. 
cities inclusion of climate action in their policy goals (Portney, 2003; Zahran, 2008). In the 
absence of entrenched special interests that typically oppose climate action legislation, cities 
were free to define more stringent sustainability and environmental goals.  
This story provides us with a clear introduction into the world of municipal 
governments. Overlooked in policy analysis discussions, these incubators of policy are 
arguably some of the most important with regard to climate change policy and mitigation.  
This paper seeks to add, in some small fashion, to what has already been observed in city 
governments, by reporting on the demographics, communication approaches, and 
perceptions of current municipal sustainability and climate action employees.  
Literature Review 
 In this section, I will provide a brief summary of pertinent existing literature 
regarding mitigation and adaptation, sustainable cities, existing formal networks cities use to 
communicate about climate action, municipal climate action policy, and policy diffusion, 
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and include a brief history of municipal water fluoridation that will serve as a historical 
example of the inter-city communication this paper seeks to research.  
Mitigation versus Adaptation 
 The recent history of municipal approaches to climate policy can be described 
through two waves: mitigation and adaptation. Starting in the early 2000s, cities focused 
their policies on reducing carbon and other greenhouse gas emissions with the goal of 
slowing climate change and reducing the chance of future catastrophe (Basset and Shandas, 
2010). Examples of mitigation strategies include enforcing greater building efficiency, 
raising the mile-per-gallon standards of city vehicle fleets, supporting greater access to 
alternative transportation, or installing green roofs on city skyscrapers. While these 
strategies may differ from city to city in terms of whose behavior or what behaviors the 
policies seek to change, there is a distinct emphasis in most cities’ climate action plans to 
mitigate their contribution to global climate change. 
 Often going hand-in-hand with mitigation goals are adaptation goals that allow cities 
to prioritize infrastructure and facility changes that will better prepare them for a future with 
different climate, weather patterns, and risk of natural disaster. While this field has been 
developed more recently, it is increasingly on the top of the agenda for most cities and their 
climate action goals (Basset and Shandas, 2010). 
 For the sake of inclusiveness, minimization of confusion, and an acknowledgement 
of the diverse ways cities approach climate change, the rest of this paper will assume that 
municipal climate policy includes one or both of these categories.    
Brief History of Sustainable Cities 
 Kent E. Portney’s study, Taking Sustainable Cities Seriously, identified in 2003 a 
“nearly comprehensive” list of cities with sustainability initiatives, which totaled at 24 (365). 
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According to an ICLEI 2009 survey, that includes both sustainability plans and climate 
action plans, the number ballooned to 197. Clearly, there has been remarkable growth in 
sustainable city initiatives and most scholars attribute this trend to a few key focusing events 
and paradigm shifts occurring over the recent years.  
Following the United Nation’s Bruntland Report released in 1987, climate issues and 
sustainable development have been at the forefront of city and state policy goals (Bulkeley 
and Bersill, 2005). While global protocols aimed to set national greenhouse gas emission 
goals, select cities began to contend with their culpability and potential solutions with 
regards to climate change. In 1991, a program dubbed “Cities for Climate Protection” arose 
in many U.S. cities.  Along with ICLEI (International Council for Local Environmental 
Initiatives), the CCP provided an initial framework for identifying their environmental 
impact and ways to counteract their contribution. The early adopters of these programs were 
concentrated in the west (a region that has been historically more supportive of 
environmentalism). They include Seattle, Portland, Denver, Tuscon, Santa Fe, Saint Paul, 
Burlington, and Cambridge, MA (Vasi, 2006).   What is interesting about this history is that, 
these cities remain leaders in environmental sustainability, but many more cities have joined 
their ranks. Today there are many other networks and programs in which cities can 
participate, communicate, and choose from and have helped “laggard” cities catch up and 
are likely responsible in part  for the diffusion of sustainable cities across the country.  
First framed as a global issue in the early 1980s, climate policy makers assumed that 
a solution needed to match this scope. Though quickly they realized that global climate 
agreements were difficult to create and even more difficult to enforce, policy makers 
experimented throughout the 1990s with multilateral treaties such as the United Nations 
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Framework Convention on Climate Change’s 1997 Kyoto Protocol (Betsill and Rabe, 
2009).  Given the success of ozone depletion accords, most policy makers believed a similar 
cooperation could be created to address climate change. 
            However, in the wake of the U.S.’ refusal to sign on to the Kyoto Protocol, as well as 
increasing scientific evidence to support the urgency with which we needed to address 
climate change, cities across the world began to consider how their policy choices could 
contribute to a solution. In fact, U.S. cities have been “central actors” in climate policy and 
have assumed “leadership roles” during the federal government’s slow progress (Betsill, 
2009).   
            In the 2000s, U.S. subnational governments began to address, in earnest, climate 
change and its effects. Initially taking a mitigation approach, cities aimed to lower their 
greenhouse gas emissions through a variety of means. Notably, city governments are often 
dense webs of departments and agencies. This structure often necessitates broad cooperation 
between departments and complicates how exactly cities design policy to meet sustainability 
goals (Portney, 2009). Though there is some diversity in approach according to size, 
structure, and power of the city’s government, most cities that have begun to address climate 
change have started with the same policy goal: writing and implementing a planning 
document, usually a Climate Action Plan or Sustainability plan, that gives the city identified 
climate action goals and the legal authority to meet them (Portney, 2009).  
 Climate Action or Sustainability Plans generally consist of a few key sections: 
“specific goals and timetables, performance indicators, assignment of responsibilities, and 
proposals for creating new programs” (Portney, 2009). Defined broadly, “sustainability” is 
often an overarching goal in which climate action or climate mitigation is only a small part. 
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Additionally, the methods for reaching these sustainability goals involve many different 
areas of city government: from planning department changes, transportation, and city 
operations goals, cities are finding unique ways to meet goals that fit their city’s structure 
and characteristics. 
 
Existing Formal Environmental Communication Networks for Cities 
 An integral component to this paper’s premise is the existence of formal networks 
through which cities and their officials currently have the opportunity to share policy ideas 
and results. This section will provide a brief overview of some of the better-known networks 
in the field of sustainability and how much potential each has for facilitating this 
communication.  
 
Urban Sustainability Directors Network 
 Founded in 2008, the USDN works to connect sustainability directors from cities 
across the U.S. to share ideas and experiences. The USDN website and organization offer 
many ways for members to interact: webinars, forums to ask for help with specific issues, 
and an annual meeting for members. Additionally, the USDN offers members the 
opportunity to get comments on their pending work that are not public; this privacy affords 
sustainability officers the chance to tweak and alter their work on the advice of professionals, 
without the influence of constituents (Urban Sustainability Director’s Network, 2015). 
 
Sustainable Cities Network 
 Created though Arizona State University’s Julie Ann Wrigley Global Institute of 
Sustainability, the SCN “works with local communities to explore sustainable approaches to 
address challenges.” Through the network, cities collaborate to make sustainability a “core 
value in city planning, policy, and operations.” Members include many Arizona cities and 
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communities (Reichman, 2014). 
 
Local Governments for Sustainability (ICLEI) 
An international organization, ICLEI helps “build local government capacity on 
sustainability.” Through events and training, research and consulting, ICLEI brings together 
policy makers and stakeholders at all levels of government to reach their ultimate 
sustainability goals. The organization also connects government officials to one another to 
support ongoing and incubating policies (ICLEI, 2015).  
   
C-40 
 C-40 dedicates its resources to helping cities address climate change through 
“creating and sharing knowledge.” Through partnerships with other institutions like the 
World Resources Institute and ICLEI, C-40 publishes helpful information that include “best 
practices” white papers along with research they fund. Recently, the organization has 
published research on urban watersheds, and a methodology for measuring cities’ 
greenhouse gas emissions.  Cities apply to become members of the organization and work 
together to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Membership is global and feature some of the 
world’s most innovative climate actors, like London, Sydney, and Caracas. U.S. members 
include Los Angeles, Seattle, San Francisco, Houston, Chicago, New York, and Boston 
(C40, 2015). 
 
U.S. Conference of Mayors 
 Concerned with policies more broad than just climate change and sustainability, the 
U.S. Conference of Mayors is composed of cities whose populations exceed 30,000. 
Represented by their mayors, cities meet annually to share ideas and information, and to 
lobby the federal government for policy that meets “urban needs.” With regard to climate 
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policy, 1060 members have signed on to the group’s “Climate Protection Agreement.” 
Under this agreement, introduced in 2005 and gaining signees each year, cities commit to 
meet or beat the Kyoto Protocol, and lobby for state and federal action against climate 
change. The U.S. Conference of Mayors also published “best practices” from mayors 
leading successful climate action in their respective cities (The United States Conference of 
Mayors, 2015) 
    
Municipal Climate Action Policies 
 Much of the literature I’ve encountered outlines the generic policy pathway most 
cities’ initial climate actions follow.  Based in small sample sizes and case studies, this 
literature (Bulkeley and Betsill, 2003; Saha, 2008; Betsill, 2001) offer some general, but 
likely not universal trends in municipal climate action. 
  Spurred often by neighboring mayors or state leadership, cites sign on to a Kyoto-
inspired agreement that is non-binding, but encourages dramatic cuts in greenhouse gas 
emissions (Krause2010). Efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions typically fall into two 
categories: City Operations and Community (Saha, 2008). City operations include all 
buildings, parks, car fleets, and other assets controlled by the city whose emissions can be 
reduced through internal action and not necessarily approved by a city-wide vote. Examples 
of these policies would include installing more efficient lighting fixtures in city buildings or 
introducing hybrid, electric or biodiesel vehicles to the city’s fleet. More difficult to create 
are community-wide climate action policy. Usually requiring the approval of citizens, 
examples of this category include mandatory curb-side recycling, or introducing better 
access to alternative transportation. Typically, cities first attempt to address “low-hanging 
fruit” first (Krause, 2010), which is why we so often witness cities addressing their own 
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operational emissions before trying to impose community-wide regulations. While this 
approach is often the simplest first step for a city, it also serves an important purpose in 
establishing community trust: by setting an example for their citizens by addressing their 
own wasteful behavior first, they create a viable arena in which to implement more stringent, 
community-wide policies in the future (Krause, 2010).  
 
Policy Diffusion 
 A primary lens through which to consider climate policies’ spread across U.S. cities, 
is policy diffusion. Policy diffusion is a political science term that is the “study of how ideas 
move from one jurisdiction to another” (Boushey, 2010).  While my survey may not follow 
the experimental design used often to study diffusion, thinking of municipal climate policy 
in this light helps provide an existing theoretical framework to any results generated.  
The literature for this topic comes primarily from one source: Policy Diffusion 
Dynamics in America. Though this text examines a different policy diffusion case study, the 
spread of anti-smoking measures, his core findings still seem applicable here: “positive 
feedback loops” are partially responsible for rapid policy changes, but they are not the sole 
impetuses. Some policies are spread more slowly, but just as broadly. These observations 
lead Boushey to conclude that there must be “two distinct policy-making processes… 
Incremental policy change happens through negative feedback loops, [while] sudden and 
dramatic policy change happens through positive feedback loops” (7).   I will rely on 
Boushey’s analysis to determine whether we witness, as I would hypothesize, a positive 
feedback loop in the case of municipal climate policy. 
 Central to the theory of policy diffusion is the observation that state and local 
governments are remarkably limited in resources. While some jurisdictions may prefer to 
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conduct a thorough analysis of what policy would fit them best, it is impractical to ignore 
the actions of neighbors and similar cities as important starting points.  To compensate for 
their lack of resources, cities quite rationally mimic those policies that are already having a 
desired effect elsewhere. Governments, particularly democracies, must be particularly 
attuned to the policy issues that gain or lose favor with the public. By observing the policies 
implemented by leader cities, municipalities have the ability to anticipate which policy 
structure their constituents might son favor. Finally, Boushey’s analysis of which types of 
policies spread reveals some important lessons for municipal climate policy: namely that the 
“complexity, salience, cost, fragility, and target” characteristics of a policy greatly influence 
how “contagious” it becomes (174-5). With regard to climate policy, this observation could 
explain why so many cities have opted to pass broad, non-specific climate policies that do 
not contain the technical details to guide administrators.   
 In addition to Boushey’s research, King and Mori (2007) contend that cities have 
only three options when selecting the right policy and policy tools: Innovation, Borrowing 
from domestic examples, or Emulating actions from other countries (30). While this paper 
seeks only to consider how American cities influence each other, this article endorses 
another, bigger arena of influence. Due to increased globalization, it is impossible to ignore 
the new, wider access cities have to their global peers. Perhaps further research could 
consider the effects of globalization on the diffusion of climate policy.  
Municipal Water Fluoridation: A Parable 
 The United States’ federal government system poses a unique challenge when trying 
to pinpoint the source and driver of policy diffusion. While it is unlikely that cities alone are 
responsible for the spread of local-level policy, this case provides an example that cities 
were primarily responsible for single policy’s spread across the country. Diverging for a 
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moment from environmental issues to one of public health, I will briefly examine the history 
of water fluoridation in the United States.  
 The evidence at the time, though not widely known, was fairly convincing in its 
suggestion that fluoride could prevent cavities. Following a baseline study conducted in 
1944, Grand Rapids, Michigan became the first municipality to artificially add fluoride to its 
water supply. Grand Rapids, and Newburgh, New York were on the cutting edge of this new 
public health solution, and it took some time before other municipalities joined in. Thanks to 
even newer data that provided more evidence in favor of fluoride, city after city began to 
add it artificially to their supply (Mullen, 2005). In 1951, the U.S. Public Health Service 
began to prod other communities to begin fluoridating too, and as of 2006, nearly 70 percent 
of the U.S. population receives fluoridated water (Lennon, 2006).  
 I include this abbreviated history for a few reasons: to show that although there is not 
extensive policy diffusion research at the local level, there are certainly some historical 
examples of its existence. Additionally, the fluoridation story demonstrates some of the key 
components of my hypothesis for the research at hand: that cities, their officials, and their 
residents were in contact with one other, opening channels of communication to share policy 
ideas and best practices; that federal encouragement helped reluctant cities implement such 
policies; and that strong scientific evidence spurred action in cities across the country. While 
the two subjects are not very similar, in science or in time period, I think that there is a 
valuable connection to be made between them, and it serves as a justification for my premise 
that policy can and does disseminate among cities.    
Research Questions 
 The literature above suggests that climate action policy has spread rapidly across 
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American communities. Based on the previous research and the goals outlined in the 
introduction, the following research questions will be studied in this thesis:   
− RQ1: Does inter-city or peer-to-peer communication explain the dissemination of 
municipal climate action? 
 
− RQ2: What is the primary method of peer communication used by municipal 
sustainability coordinators? 
 
− RQ3: How frequently, on average, do cities communicate with each other regarding 
climate action? 
 
− RQ4: Which cities do others identify as leaders in climate action? 
o RQ4a: Are cities more likely to identify neighboring or regional peers as 
leaders instead of cities that are geographically further away? 
 
− RQ5: Do cities that communicate more frequently feel more optimistic about the 
impact their city has on global climate change? 
 
− RQ6: Are cities that communicate more frequently more familiar with the climate 
actions of other cities? 
 
− RQ7: Does education level of municipal sustainability coordinators affect their 
optimism regarding their city’s climate policy’s global impact? 
 
− RQ8: What other correlated relationships exist in the results of the survey? 
 
 
 
 
 
Methods 
 This section will outline the study design and statistical analysis methods used in this 
thesis. 
Study Design 
To attempt to answer these research questions, a survey was sent out to 55 municipal 
employees across the country that illuminates the frequency and efficacy of existing 
communication between peers. Step one of my investigation involved identifying who, 
specifically, to contact. I am interested in the professional opinion of city administrators who 
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work directly in climate policy. What proved particularly difficult in the identification stage 
was the vast diversity of bureaucracy found from city to city. What’s controlled by the 
public works department in one city is run by the city manager in another; thus, identifying 
specific people to contact under these conditions was a challenge. In order to cast the widest 
net possible, I identified criteria under which participants qualified: 
• Participant must currently be on a city’s payroll. (Many cities have volunteer citizen 
commissions or an equivalent in an advisory role, but I wanted to focus solely on 
official actions and perceptions of government employees.) 
• The city in which the participant must include sustainability (however defined) as a 
policy priority. 
• Participant must play an active role in the design, drafting, or codification of climate 
policy. 
o Active means either directly oversaw the writing of, or wrote him/herself the 
proposed and/or finalized climate policy. 
• Participant must be available for contact over email. (My search for participants was 
conducted solely through internet searches of city officials.)  
• Participant must work in a municipality found in the United States. 
 
The cities I chose to contact were selected from a variety of sources. I sought only to 
include cities actively addressing climate change through policy, so those included must 
have had, at a minimum, a sustainability contact found on their official website. My initial 
search for participants came from lists of well-known sustainable cities found in both 
academic journal articles and popular media articles available online.  
The process of finding eligible participants included researching which cities are or 
were members of recognized environmental policy groups like C-40 or the Urban 
Sustainability Directors’ Network, then using those cities’ websites to find current contact 
information for their sustainability employees. Additionally, I wanted to cast a net to cities 
who are not members of such networks. I divided the country into six geographic areas and 
selected 15 cities in each area that had at least one sustainability contact on their website. 
  
18 
 
The survey was distributed to a 50 participants, although it is possible (yet unlikely) that 
those contacts share this survey with other employees or personnel who they feel may also 
contribute to this study. 
After my participants were selected, the online questionnaire included questions in 
the following categories: 
• Demographic information 
• Personal Experience in climate policy  
• Perceptions of policy efficacy 
• Peer-to-peer communication frequency and efficacy 
• Government Structure 
• Job Title 
• Formal membership in climate action policy network 
 
The survey was sent through a personalized email contact to each designated 
potential participant an explanation of my study, which explained why their participation 
was requested, and how the results would be used. A link in the survey email led the 
participants to the Qualtrics site. Qualtrics was also where the raw data was collected upon 
the survey’s closure. 
For the more specific questions, I followed the survey method protocol outlined in 
Survey Methods and Practices, a guidebook published in 2010 by the Canadian national 
government. From this book, I learned to carefully design my survey so that it would 
produce the best and most untarnished responses from my participants. 
Statistical Analysis 
 In order to analyze the data, I created a correlation table in Microsoft Excel in which 
a correlation coefficient (cc) was generated to evaluate the correlation strength between any 
two questions on the survey (see the Correlation Table at the end of the results section for 
an excerpt of particularly relevant correlations). Based on a response number of 23 and a p-
value of 0.05, in this study df = 21. Using a Pearson’s r Correlation Table, I determined that 
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a correlation was significant only if cc > 0.413. I then collected all significant correlated 
relationships and included the most interesting and relevant in this document.  
 
 
Results 
 This section reports on the results of the survey using the study’s research questions 
as a framework to organize them. The summary provides a brief overview of all results, and 
the proceeding sections will include greater detail, charts, and figures.    
Summary 
The survey helped identify perceived sustainable city leaders, emphasized how 
important communication is between cities, and identified some of the media cities used to 
conduct this communication. Additionally, the results include the respondents’ perceptions 
of how important climate action is for their government and their constituents. A correlation 
analysis of the data address the research questions, but this section will also include 
interesting results that weren’t necessarily goals of the project but are nonetheless important  
to note. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Participant Demographics 
Sent to 50 potential participants, 22 individuals completed the survey, and 1 participant 
completed 10 of the 20 questions. The response rate was very high at 46 percent. 
Participants in the survey represented adequate geographic diversity, with most regions of 
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municipalities do not share the same structure with regards to climate action and 
sustainability (See Chart ii). Table i 
1. Organizational Development and 
Training Officer 
8. Sustainability Planner
2. Environmental Sustainability Policy 
Advisor 
9. 
3. Facilities and Sustainability Manager 10. Climate Action Program Manager
4.Project Manager 11. Sustainability Liaison
5. Program Coordinator 12. Chief Environmental Officer
6. Sustainability Program Manager 13. Principal Planner
7. Chief Sustainability Officer 14. Director
Chart i: Participation by State 
Chart ii: Department Housing Climate Actions
Table i: Position or Job Title 
the U.S. well-represented (See 
i). There were not, however, any 
participants from the East Coast, which 
was likely a result of the recruitment 
methods; many websites for very large 
municipalities (like those found in the 
Northeast) do not provide pe
contact information for employees and 
any attempt to contact individuals was 
likely routed through a filter that 
limited access to the survey. 
 Along with geographic 
diversity, participants represented 
myriad city departments and job titles, 
which is consistent with existing 
literature that has found that 
displays the 21 unique job titles reported in the survey. 
 
 15. Climate Protection Program Manager
Sustainability Projects Coordinator 16. Chief Engineer 
 17. Sustainability Program Specialist
 18.Sustainability Strategist
 19. Environmental Steward
 20. Sustainability Specialist
 21. Director, Office of Sustainability
 
Chart 
rsonal 
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Results according to Research Question 
RQ1: Does inter-city or peer-to-peer communication explain the dissemination of municipal 
climate action? 
 The data indicate that while peer-to-peer communication is common among survey 
participants (Chart 1), it is certainly not the only contributing factor to the policy design 
process. Chart 1 shows that at least 92 percent of participants often look to what other cities 
are doing with regards to Climate action, but there are no data to indicate that this 
acknowledged outreach actually influences final policy 
design.  
 Interestingly, the characteristic of looking to the 
Climate Actions of other cities (question 12.1) is very 
strongly correlated with membership in a formal 
network (question 12.3), where cc = 0.885. This 
correlation suggests that those who are members of 
formal groups tend to often look outside their city to 
learn about existing policies found in other cities. Again, 
this correlation does not indicate that 
communication alone is the most significant 
contributor to the dissemination of climate action 
policies, but data indicate that cities are 
communicating. 
 
Table 1 provides more quantitative evidence to 
support claims that cities (or their employees) 
communicate with peers externally. Drawn from questions 12.8 and 12.9 (See Appendix A), 
Question: 12.8 12.9 
Strongly 
Disagree 0 6 (27.3%) 
Disagree 0 10 (45.5%) 
Neither 5 (22.7%) 5 (22.7%) 
Agree 13 (59.1%) 1 (4.5%) 
Strongly 
agree 4 (18.2%) 0 
Chart 1: (Q12.1) I often look to the 
climate actions of others to shape my own. 
Table 1: Communication 
Frequency 
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the table shows that 77.3 percent of participants report that they are often contacted by other 
cities that inquire about their climate actions. It also indicates that 72.8% of participants 
disagree with the statement, I rarely reach out to other cities to share my city’s climate 
action experiences. Together, the results from each of 
these questions further indicate that a majority of those 
surveyed are communicating with one another about 
their climate action policies.  
 A limitation of the study is its exclusion of 
questions asking participants to rate the impact such 
communication has had on their own climate actions. 
Without this variable, it is difficult to connect 
communication directly with climate policy 
dissemination. Communication does not explain 
dissemination, but it could certainly still be a contributing factor.  
 
RQ2: What is the primary method of peer communication used by municipal sustainability 
coordinators?  
Survey Question 16 (See Appendix A) 
asked participants to select which communication 
methods they use to reach out to other cities. Table 2 
demonstrates that most participants use a variety of 
media and networking opportunities to familiarize 
themselves with the climate actions of other cities. Other 
methods written in my participants included USDN 
Membership (13.7%) and “Reading city plan and strategy documents.” 
Frequency  
n 
% of 
Respondents 
1. Never 0 0 
2. Less than 
once a month 1 4.3 
3. Once a 
month 3 13 
4. 2-3 times 
per month 6 27 
5. Once a 
week 7 32 
6. 2-3 times 
per week 4 18 
7. Daily 1 5 
Total 22 4.6 (between 2-
3 times per 
month and 
weekly) Average 
Method 
Used 
 
n 
% of 
Respondents 
Conferences 19 82.6 
News 
Releases 16 69.6 
Web 18 81.8 
Networking 20 87.0 
Table 2: Communication Method Used 
 
Table 3: Frequency of Consultation 
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RQ3: How frequently, on average, do cities communicate with each other regarding climate 
action? 
 Addressed in Table 1, data indicate that participants generally participate often with 
peers regarding climate action. Question 17 (Appendix A) asks participants how often they 
consult their top source fir finding information on the climate actions of other cities. On 
average, participants reported consulting this source between 2-3 times per month and once 
per week (Shown in Table 3). While Questions 12.8 and 12.9 do not specify what frequency 
is considered “often,” from the results of Question 17, we can infer that “often” likely 
translates to “multiple times per month.”  
 
RQ4: Which cities do others identify as leaders in climate action? 
Question 13 asked respondents 
to list cities that they perceive to be 
leaders in climate action. The results of 
this survey were predictably broad, with 
33 individual cites listed at least once. 
Chart 2 displays cities that were most 
commonly included in responses. San 
Francisco was included 13 out of a 
possible 23 times, totaling 56%, while 
Seattle was also a popular response, found on 43% of the surveys. 
 
RQ4a: Are cities more likely to identify neighboring or regional peers as leaders instead of 
cities that are geographically further away? 
 Due to the wide range of responses for Question 13 (33 unique cities in the United 
States or abroad), it was not possible to draw any relationship between the home state of the 
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Correlation 1: Communication Frequency, Optimism, and Familiarity 
participant and the leader cities identified; however, Question 12.5 generated responses on 
whether participants preferred to look first to the climate actions of neighboring cities before 
expanding their research to cities further away. Responses for this question ranged between 
“disagree” and “neutral” which indicates that generally, cities are open to looking beyond 
their neighbors. Based on these results, we can reject the hypothesis that cities identify 
regional and neighboring cities as climate action leaders more often than cities that are 
further away.  
 
 
RQ5: Do cities that communicate more frequently feel more optimistic about the impact 
their city has on global climate change? 
 To address this questions, we must compare the relationships between several of the 
survey questions and test whether they are significant. As defined in RQ1 and RQ3, 
responses to Questions 17, 12.8, and 12.9 measure communication frequency. To measure  
 “optimism” regarding 
participants’ individual 
impact on climate change, 
Questions 11.5 and 11.7 
are used. Question 11.5 
asked participants to rate 
on a Likert Scale 
(strongly disagree to strongly agree) the statement, I feel that city-level climate action is 
NOT sufficient to meet national climate action goals. Question 11.7 uses the same scale to 
evaluate I believe that my city’s climate actions will have little to no global impact.  
 A correlation analysis of these characteristics (specifics outlined in Methods section), 
 
Significant cc > 
0.413 
I feel that city-level 
climate action is 
NOT sufficient to 
meet national 
climate action goals 
(11.7) 
I believe that my 
city’s climate 
action will have 
little to no global 
impact. (11.5) 
How familiar are 
you with the 
climate actions 
of other cities? 
(15) 
Frequency of 
consulting top 
source (17) 
0.140 (NS) 0.359 (NS) 0.055 (NS) 
Others often 
reach out to 
me (12.8) 
0.480 .0212 (NS) 0.382 (NS) 
I rarely reach 
out (12.9) -0.034 (NS) 0.197 (NS) 0.534 
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reveal that generally, frequent communication and optimism do not tend to correlate 
significantly. Displayed in Correlation 1, the correlation coefficients do not reach the 
threshold of significance, with the exception of one relationship. Data indicate that those 
participants who experience frequent contact from other cities tend to feel less optimistic 
about the ability of city-level climate action to meet national climate action goals. This 
relationship is particularly interesting because we might have expected to see that increased 
communication would lead to more optimism because it may create a sense of cooperative 
and collaborative climate action. It is possible, however, that communication does not spur 
optimism because cities reach out when they face problems: A potential hypothesis to 
explain this relationship is that the type of communication conducted (a factor not included 
in this study) distorts perceptions of the potential impact of municipal climate actions. 
Though difficult to pinpoint in a study of this size, communication that focuses on problems 
rather than successes could certainly lower optimism.  
 
RQ6: Are cities that communicate more frequently more familiar with the climate actions of 
other cities? 
 Question 15 asked participants to evaluate how familiar they are with the climate 
actions of other cities (ranging from Very Familiar, Somewhat Familiar, and Not Familiar). 
Out of 22 responses to the question, the results were split evenly between Familiar and Very 
Familiar. These data demonstrate that cities are generally knowledgeable about the policies 
of others, which is consistent with findings included in the literature review.  
 Returning to Correlation 1, data show that the only significant correlation exists 
between familiarity and rarely reaching out to others; those who rate themselves as rarely 
reaching out to other cities tend to also rate themselves as being more familiar with the 
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climate actions of others. This finding is interesting because it could indicate that direct 
communication between cities isn’t the best way to learn about municipal climate actions. 
Of course, since this study only offers correlations, not causations, we cannot say that those 
who are already familiar with the climate actions of others do not need to reach out, and thus 
rarely do, but it is a possible explanation for this phenomenon in the data.  
 
RQ7: Does education level of municipal sustainability coordinators effect their optimism 
regarding their city’s climate policy’s global impact? 
 To analyze this question, Questions 11.5, 11.7, and 19 are compared. Using the 
same definition of “optimism” used for RQ5, Correlation 2 displays the correlation 
coefficients for these relationships. Intriguingly, each relationship is significantly correlated, 
meaning that those who have received more education tend to feel less optimistic about both 
the ability of municipal climate action to meet national goals and the global impact of their 
city’s actions. Since these are not causal 
relationships, we can only hypothesize that 
increased education leads to lower optimism. 
 
RQ8: What other correlated relationships 
exist in the results of the survey? 
 In addition to the results already discusses, this survey produced quite a few other 
significant correlations that were not included in the initial goals of the project. The 
following correlations have been reproduced in the Correlation Table at the end of the 
results section. For a complete table of all correlation coefficients, see Appendix B.  
 
 
 
Significant 
cc > 0.413 
I feel that city-
level climate 
action is NOT 
sufficient to meet 
national climate 
action goals 
(11.7) 
I believe that 
my city’s 
climate action 
will have little 
to no global 
impact. (11.5) 
19. 
Education 0.502 0.567 
Correlation 2: Education and Optimism 
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1. Climate Change Prioritization is very highly correlated with several interesting 
communication characteristics. 
Some of the most significantly correlated relationships exist between Climate Change 
mitigation is a priority in my city government (Question 11.1) and Climate change is well-
funded in My City (11.6), I sense community support for climate action (11.3), I am a 
member of a formal network (12.2), Other cities reach out to me (12.8), and My city 
partners with neighbors to align climate action goals (12.10). While it is probably safe to 
assume that cites in which climate change mitigation is a priority would also have higher 
levels of funding and community support, it is interesting to note that they also tend to be 
more active communicators with other cities. While this study did not specifically address 
what motivates inter-city communication, it is interesting to note that cities in which climate 
change is a policy priority tend to experience more contact from others. It is possible that 
cities lacking similar institutional capacity of community support experienced by others seek 
out “leader cities” for support and guidance. It is also important to note that cities that 
experience more community support tend to align their climate action policies in a 
partnership with their neighbors. This finding could indicate that cities in which climate 
action is a very high priority in government and the community generally are actually 
helping to spread climate mitigation to their neighboring municipalities. It is possible that 
diffusion occurs regionally, with the major climate actors leading its extension into other 
cities that may not initially share the same motivations.  
2. Education level is significantly correlated with a few interesting communication 
characteristics. 
Respondents who reported higher levels of education tend to be more active 
communicators. They were more likely to respond strongly to I often look to the climate 
  
28 
 
actions of other cities to shape my own (11.3) and I network to familiarize myself with the 
climate actions of others (16.4).  Here, we see that education tends to change the 
communication method used: while it is easy and fast to examine the published climate 
actions of other cities by searching on their websites, those with more education tend to 
meet in person with other city officials to learn about the policies themselves in addition to 
the process of designing and implementing such policies.  
3. Those who rate themselves as more familiar with the climate actions of others (15) 
tend to reach out less to others (12.9) and believe that a formal communication 
network would not be helpful (12.3). 
 
Here, the results indicate that it is possible to feel very familiar with the climate  
actions of others without communicating often. This result could demonstrate that while 
communication networks and opportunities have been influential in shaping the ways 
municipal employees reach out to each other, there may not be evidence to suggest that it is 
the only way climate action policy spreads. Respondents signal that they are able to look at 
the climate actions of others and learn from the documents alone, without necessarily 
speaking to the people who designed them.  
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11.3. I sense community support for my 
city’s climate action. -0.414 0.764 1 - - - - - - - - - - - 
11.6. Climate action is well-funded in my 
city. NS 0.710 0.511 - - - - - - - - - - - 
12.2. I am a member of a formal network NS 0.720 0.679 .884 1 - - - - - - - - - 
12.6 Communication is not important NS NS NS NS NS 0.822 - - - - - - - - 
12.8. Other cities reach out to me. NS 0.776 0.757 0.782 0.785 NS 0.433 0.582 1 - - - - - 
12.10. My city partners with neighbors to 
align climate action goals -0.526 0.711 0.727 0.712 0.681 NS 0.452 NS 0.680 NS 1 - - - 
14.1. I am a member of the USDN. NS NS NS NS 0.447 NS NS NS 0.465 NS NS - - - 
15.  Familiarity with the climate actions of 
other cities. NS NS NS 0.436 NS 0.493 0.564 NS NS 0.534 0.509 - - - 
16.1. I attend conferences to familiarize 
myself with the C.A.s of others. NS .462 NS 0.579 .752 NS NS .0494 .0465 NS .446 - - - 
16.4 I network to familiarize myself with 
the C.A.s of other cities NS 0.525 0.477 0.641 0.807 NS NS 0.536 0.550 NS NS 1 - - 
17. How often do you consult your top 
source for C.A. policy? NS 0.519 0.566 0.554 0.590 NS NS NS 0.625 NS 0.546 NS 1 - 
19. Highest level of education NS 0.544 0.592 0.680 NS NS NS NS 0.590 NS 0.716 0.453 0.624 0.507 
Correlation Table: Significant Correlations (cc > .413)  
How to use this chart: A correlation matrix assigns a correlation coefficient (cc) to each relationship between dependent and independent characteristics. The cc 
is always 0 < cc < 1, and the closer cc is to 1, the stronger the correlation of the relationship. A negative correlation means that as one characteristic increases, the 
other decreases.  For the correlation to be significant in this project, cc must be greater than 0.413 (df = 21, p= 0.05). All cc on this chart are significant, and those 
that have been highlighted in orange are especially strongly correlated (p= 0.01).  
 
 For a complete table of all correlations, please go to Appendix B.  
Dependent→ Independent ↓ 
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Discussion and Analysis 
A flaw in this study design is that it can only correlate relationships, but not define a 
causal relationship. As such, I can only further hypothesize why certain characteristics are 
significantly correlated. Literature regarding the analysis of Likert Scale data, however, 
indicates that further statistical analysis in the form of ANNOVA or regressions may 
incorrectly evaluate these relationships: since Likert Scales are ordinal, a parametric 
statistical test may skew the data (Norman, 2010). Given the academic uncertainty of  
analyze surveys like the one used in this study, I am comfortable with the less satisfying, but 
potentially more accurate correlation analysis method.  
On a broader level, I would also like to point out that the respondents’ relative 
enthusiasm in replying to the survey reflect their general willingness to reach out to other 
cities, and that communication is important to their process. Nearly 50 percent of those I 
contacted responded, which is a much higher response rate than I expected, given the 
background research conducted on survey design. I also received a few e-mails from 
participants who were very interested to see the results of the survey. The participation and 
genuine interest from actual city officials validated to me that this research is worth 
conducting, and that there is a real opportunity to broaden and fine-tune the research that 
will better address communication and its impacts.  
Conclusions and Recommendations 
As cities and their policy makers design goals for the future, it is important to keep in 
mind the potential benefits and costs of simply following the lead of more innovative cities. 
While there are many positive results of the observed casual coordination of city climate 
policy, there is a distinct set of possible negative effects of what I’ll call an “urban 
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sustainability hivemind.” I posit that there is a definite range of policies that city officials 
deem both plausible and appropriate for their cities. The most obvious pitfall of many cities 
implementing very similar climate policy is that the accepted or normative range of policies 
does not include those that are ultimately sufficient and necessary to prevent potential 
environmental catastrophe. Worse, of course, is the possibility that a political “domino effect” 
leads cities to implement bad policy. Risk-averse cities are unlikely to implement untested 
but potentially innovative policy, which given the scope of climate change’s potential 
impacts, may be ultimately necessary. Further research should examine whether the most 
popular climate action policies enacted by U.S. municipal governments will actually make 
an impact on global climate change and then investigate some of the more novel or ground-
breaking policies found in the U.S. and globally. 
It would also be useful to examine inter-city communication as technological 
improvements have made it much easier to conduct. Does a city’s technological 
infrastructure change its ability to communicate or its frequency?  
While this study did broaden some of the existing knowledge on inter-city 
communication, further investigation would do well to ask more about what motivates such 
communication. A key assumption of this study’s survey was that cities either reach out to 
others in search of advice or help, or because they feel they have useful knowledge to share. 
It would be interesting to better pinpoint a more precise array of motivations; perhaps 
communication happens simply because it is a requirement of membership to a formal 
network, or because high-level city officials request it. From this information, further 
research may be able to connect the cause of communication with its ultimate effect.  
The root motivation of this project was to determine whether communication 
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explains dissemination. The results generated were insufficient to answer this question, but 
further research that includes a more profound examination into communication motivations, 
the impact communication has on actual policy, and the ultimate efficacy of municipal 
climate policy could better explain the influence of communication and perhaps generate an 
opportunity to create a new formal network based on the results.  
Finally, this study, although titled “PoliSee, PoliDo,” did not specifically identify 
whether communication between cities really changes the ultimate policies proposed. It did 
indicate that communication exists, and that cities look to their peers in search of solutions 
to similar problems, but further research that examines the impact of this outward 
observation would be beneficial to policy scholars and perhaps to cities themselves.  
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Appendix A: Survey (6 Pages) 
1 Do you agree to participate in this survey? 
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
If No Is Selected, Then Skip To End of Survey 
 
2 In which state do you currently work? 
 
3 Does your city take government action to address issues of sustainability and/or climate 
change such as reducing greenhouse gas emissions, promoting alternative transportation, 
mandating commercial recycling, etc.? 
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
 
4 Do you currently work for a city government? 
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
 
5 What is your position or job title? 
 
6 In which city department do you work?  
 
7 Please indicate which city department oversees yours. 
 Mayor's Office (1) 
 Planning (2) 
 City Manger's (3) 
 Public Works (4) 
 Community Resources (5) 
 Public Health (6) 
 Transportation (7) 
 Parks and Recreation (8) 
 Open Space (9) 
 Other (please describe) (10) ____________________ 
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8 Is climate change mitigation or environmental sustainability included in your city's 
Comprehensive Plan or other development and planning document? 
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
 My city doesn't have a Comprehensive Plan or other development and planning 
document. (3) 
 We are currently writing our Comprehensive Plan or other development and planning 
document. (4) 
 I don't know. (5) 
 
Answer If Is climate change mitigation or environmental sustainability included in your 
city's Comprehensive Plan? We are currently writing our Comprehensive Plan. Is Selected 
9 If you are currently writing your city's Comprehensive Plan, how likely are you to include 
climate action or environmental sustainability in the final product? 
 Very Unlikely (1) 
 Unlikely (2) 
 Somewhat Unlikely (3) 
 Undecided (4) 
 Somewhat Likely (5) 
 Likely (6) 
 Very Likely (7) 
 
10 Does your city have a Climate Action or Sustainability Plan? 
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
 We are currently creating a Climate Action or Sustainability Plan. (3) 
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11 Please evaluate your dis/agreement with each of the following statements. 
 Strongly 
Disagree (1) 
Disagree (2) Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
(3) 
Agree (4) Strongly Agree 
(5) 
Climate change 
mitigation is a 
priority in my 
city 
government. (1) 
          
My city is 
taking weak 
action to 
address climate 
change. (2) 
          
I sense 
community 
support for our 
climate 
action(s). (3) 
          
I feel that our 
climate change 
mitigation 
strategies are in 
danger of repeal 
or loss of 
funding if city 
council 
changes. (4) 
          
I believe that 
the climate 
change 
mitigation steps 
my city is 
making will 
have a little to 
no impact 
globally. (5) 
          
Climate change 
mitigation is 
well-funded in 
my city. (6) 
          
I feel that city-
level climate 
action is NOT 
sufficient to 
meet national 
climate action 
goals. (7) 
          
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12 Please evaluate your dis/agreement with the following statements. 
 Strongly 
Disagree (1) 
Disagree (2) Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
(3) 
Agree (4) Strongly Agree 
(5) 
I often look to 
the climate 
actions of other 
cities to shape 
my own. (1) 
          
I am a member 
of a formal 
network in 
which I 
communicate 
with other cities 
regarding 
climate action. 
(2) 
          
I DO NOT think 
that a formal 
network 
facilitating 
climate action 
communication 
strategies 
between cities 
would be 
helpful for my 
city. (3) 
          
I DO NOT 
know of 
"leader" cities 
with regards to 
climate action. 
(4) 
          
I prefer to look 
to the actions of 
neighbors rather 
than cities that 
are far away. (5) 
          
I DO NOT think 
it is important to 
communicate 
with other cities 
regarding 
climate change 
mitigation. (6) 
          
I wish I 
communicated 
more with other 
cities regarding 
climate change 
          
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13 Please list cites that you perceive as leaders in climate action. 
 
14 Please list any sustainable city networks in which your city participates or has a 
membership (if none, skip to next question). 
 
15 How familiar are you with the actions of other cities regarding climate change? 
 Very familiar (1) 
 Somewhat familiar (2) 
 Not familiar (3) 
 
16 How do you familiarize yourself with the climate actions of other cities? (Select all that 
apply) 
 Conferences (1) 
 News releases (2) 
 Websites of other city governments (3) 
 Networking (4) 
 Other (Please describe): (5) ____________________ 
 
mitigation 
strategies. (7) 
Other cities 
often reach out 
to me to ask 
about my city's 
climate actions. 
(8) 
          
I rarely reach 
out to other 
cities to share 
my experiences 
regarding 
climate action. 
(9) 
          
My city often 
partners with 
neighbors to 
align climate 
change 
mitigation 
strategies. (10) 
          
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17 Thinking of your top choice for the previous question, how often do you consult this 
source? 
 Never (1) 
 Less than Once a Month (2) 
 Once a Month (3) 
 2-3 Times a Month (4) 
 Once a Week (5) 
 2-3 Times a Week (6) 
 Daily (7) 
18 Have you been formally trained in resource management? 
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
19 What is the highest level of education you have completed? 
 Less than High School (1) 
 High School / GED (2) 
 Some College (3) 
 2-year College Degree (4) 
 4-year College Degree (5) 
 Masters Degree (6) 
 Doctoral Degree (7) 
 Professional Degree (JD, MD) (8) 
 
20 Have you been formally trained in environmental sciences or environmental studies? 
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
Answer If Have you been formally trained in resource management? No Is Selected Or 
Have you been formally trained in environmental sciences or environmental studies? No Is 
Selected 
21 How did you learn about sustainability? 
22 Thank you for participating in this survey! Please include any additional comments about 
your city's climate actions or your communication between cities here. 
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Appendix B: Master Correlation Table (6 Pages); Significant Correlations are highlighted yellow.  
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